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CHAPTER  ONE.  SUMMARY 


For  the  fourth  year  of  the  City's  coiinnunity  development  plan,  San  Francisco 
anticipates  receiving  $28.8  million  from  the  U.  S.  Department  of  Housing  and 
Urban  Development.     Priorities  for  funding  have  not  changed  from  the  previous 
years'  efforts. 

First  priorities  would  be  completion  of  existing  programs  such  as 
(1)  Redevelopment  projects  in  the  Western  Addition,  Hunters  Point,  Golden 
Gateway,  and  Indi^  Basin,  and  (2)  Model  Cities  programs  in  the  Mission  and 
Bayview  Hunters'  Point.     The  majority  of  the  funds  ($15.0  million)  would  be 
allocated  for  continuation  of  these  projects. 

It  is  proposed  that  $11.1  million  would  be  used  for  projects  initiated 
through  the  City's  community  development  plan.     The  emphasis  would  be  on  the 
conservation  of  the  City's  existing  housing  and  on  the  improvement  of  neigh- 
borhood quality. 

The  programs  would  be  concentrated  in  the  low  and  moderate  income  portions 
of  the  City.     The  impact^  of  these  proposals  include  displacement  of  persons 
living  in  substandard  housing  -which  would  b^  replaced;  the  consumption  of  non- 
renewable energy  and  material  resources  in  construction;  and  less  than  1% 
increases  in  loads  upon  existing  public  and  private  utilities  and  services, 
due  to  changes  in  life  style  associated  with  improved  living  conditions,  and 
economic  development.     Emphasis  on  rehabilitation  of  existing  structures  and 
on  scattered  site  development,  in  preference  to  large-scale  clearance  and/or 
buildings,  tends  to  mitigate  displacement  and  energy  consumption  impacts. 

The  major  alternative  to  the  proposed  program  would  be  design  of  new, 
large  redevelopment  projects  which  would  result  in  increased  displacement, 
energy  consumption  and  other  impacts. 

This  environmental  impact  report  incorporates  by  reference  the  environ- 
mental impact  report  prepared  for  the  third  year  of  the  City's  community 
development  plan. 
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CHAPTER  TWO.     PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

A.  Introduction 

The  Housing  and  Community  Development  Act  of  1974,  Public  Law  93-383, 
established  a  major  new  funding  system  for  programs  assisted  by  the  Department 
of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  (HUD).     Title  I  of  this  Act  provides  so-called 
"block  grants"  for  community  development  activities,  many  of  which  were  former- 
ly funded  under  Title  I  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  (urban  renewal  programs)  or 
under  Title  I  of  the  Demonstration  Cities  and  Metropolitan  Development  Act  of 
1966  (Model  Cities  program) . 

Section  104  (h)  of  the  Act  delegates  to  the  applicant  environmental 
review,  as  provided  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  (NEPA) , 
of  projects  proposed  to  be  funded  by  the  block  grant  program.     This  document  is 
designed  to  meet  State  environmental  review  requirements  under  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  as  an  environmental  impact  report  (EIR) f or 
the  overall  1978  community  development  program.     There  would  be  environmental 
review  for  each  individual  project  proposed  to  be  funded  by  this  program  to 
satisfy  the  requirements  under  NEPA  and  the  requirements  for  detailed  reviews 
under  CEQA  (see  Table  III  of  this  Chapter,  pages  22-28,  for  such  review  to 
date).     This  EIR  will  describe  the  types  of  projects  eligible  for  block  grant 
funding,  the  criteria  employed  in  project  selection,  the  environmental  impacts 
of  the  program,  measures  to  reduce  potential  impacts,  possible  alternatives  to 
the  proposed  program,  and  the  funding  and  environmental  review  status  of  in- 
dividual proposed  projects.     This  EIR  incorporates  by  reference  the  Final  EIR 
for  the  1977  Community  Development  Program  and  Housing  Assistance  Plan  for  the 
Community  Development  Block  Grant. ^ 

B.  Program  Goals 

The  four  major  program  objectives  would  be:  conserve  existing  housing, 
develop  new  housing,  improve  neighborhood  quality  and  increase  economic  devel- 
opment . 

The  major  goals  of  the  City's  coruaunity  development  program  would  be  the 
Improvement  of  housing  and  residential  quality  and  the  Increase  of  economic 
development  in  commercial  and  industrial  areas.     The  main  program  for  Improved 
residential  quality  would  be  the  rehabilitation  of  existing  structures,  with 
low- Interest  loans  and  related  public  improvements.     Economic  development 
would  include  continuation  of  existing  commercial  and  industrial  redevelopment 
areas. 


Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the  1977  Community  Development  Program  and 
nous:>g  Assistance  Plan  for  the  Community  Development  Block  Grant,  EE-EF76.300, 
San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  November  4,  1977. 
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In  keeping  with  the  City's  policy  of  neighborhood  maintenance,  as  ex^ 
pressed  in  the  Comprehensive  Plan,  none  of  the  proposed  programs  would  Involve 
massive  clearance  or  demolition.  "TImphasis  would  be  on  scattered,  relatively 
small,  sites  throughout  the  City,  in  order  to  provide  a  mix  of  low,  moderate 
and  high  income  housing  units.     Priority  in  new  community  development  activities 
would  be  given  to  housing  and  related  needs  of  low  and  moderate  income  persons. 
Efforts  would  be  made  to  retain  the  character  and  architectural  style  of  the 
City. 

Neighborhood  improvement  projects  would  be  designed  to  complement  housing 
improvements,  and  improve /neighborhood  appearance,  recreational  opportunities 
and  social  service  facilities.     The  program  would  include  such  projects  as  up- 
grading existing  neighborhood^ centers  and  recreational  facilities,  providing 
child  care  centers,  removing  physical  barri'ers  to  the  handicapped,  and  funding 
for  small-scale  neighborhood  beautif ication  projectsy    Pursuant  to  the  1975 
community  development  program,  five  neighborhoods  have  been  designated  to  re- 
ceive community  centers.    Currently  the  centers  are  in  various  stages  of  imple- 
mentation, with  plans  being  made  for  site  acquisition,  financing,  management 
and  determination  of  services  to  be  provided. 

A  major  new  emphasis  in  the  1978  program  is  the  allocation  of  additional 
resources  for  increasing  economic  development.    Monies  are  allocated  to  complete 
the  India  Basin  Injdustrial  Park,  to  proceed  with  plans  for  the  Yerba  Buena 
Center  and  to  further  develop  neighborhpod  commercial  districts.     In  addition, 
the  northeast  waterfront  has  been  designated  for  development  activities.  These 
projects  are  planned  to  offer  greater  employment  advantages  for  residents  of 
San  Francisco,  particularly  in  the  "blue  collar"  trades. 

The  rehabilitation  and  expansion  of  neighborhood  parks  and  recreational 
facilities  will  continue  to  be  a  goal  in  this  year's  program.     Procedures  and 
priorities  have  been  established  for  thfe  use  of  "Proposition  J"  funds  in  the 
acquisition  of  new  open  space  and  the  renovation  of  existing  recreation  and 
park  facilities.,  '  It  is  the  p.oiicy  of  the  City  to  look  to  Proposition  J  funds 
as  the  major  source  of  suppprt  for  these  facilities  and  block  grant  funds  will 
be  used  to  supplement  thoS;^  efforts,  as  needed. 

C.      Project  Location  ' 

The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  is  surrounded  on  three  sides  by  water, 
being  bounded  on  the  west  by  the  Pacific  Ocean  and  on  the  north  and  east  by  San 
Francisco  Bay.     San  Francisco  Bay  is  the  only  sea  level  entrance  into  the  in- 
terior of  California.    Maps  of  the  City  and  its  vicinity  are  presented  in 
Exhibits  I  and  II. 

Except  for  parks,  military  reservations  and  hill  slopes,  the  City  is 
practically  100%  developed.     The  west  side  is  predominantly  residential,  with 
primarily  single-family  housing.     The  northern  districts  include  the  downtown 
commercial  area,  with  its  daytime  work  force  from  over  the  Bay  area;  a  large 
industrial  area;  and  a  large  residential  area,  predominantly  multi-family  units. 
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The  central  districts  are  primarily  residential  areas  of  single-family  homes, 
duplexes  and  flats.  The  southeast  district,  while  mostly  single-family  resi- 
dential^ includes  a  large  industrial  area. 

D.      Program  Description  .-'-^ftSv   -ji*^ - 

Since  a  City  policy  to  keep  existing,  funded  projects  moving  expeditiously 
to  completion  has  been  established  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  through  ordi- 
nances, resolutions  and  legal  contracts,  the  proposed  fourth-year  plan  for 
comprehensive  development  activities  reflects  a  policy  of  completion  of  existing 
projects,  as  well  as' initiation  of  new  directions  for  additional  program 
activities. 

Under  the  Community  Development  Block  Grant  Program,  the  City  expects  to 
receive  approximately  $86.7  million  between  January  1978  and  January  1981. 
Approximately  $56.7  million  would  be  required  during  these  and  subsequent  years 
to  complete  the  four  redevelopment  areas  (VJestern  Addition,  Hunters  Point, 
Yerba  Buena  Center  and  India  Basin). 

All  community  development  activities  must  conform  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Housing  and  Community  Development  Act.     Those  activities  ineligible  for  funding 
include  (1)  the  use  of  block  grant  money  so  as  to  reduce  the  amount  of  local 
financial  support  for  community  development  substantially  below  prior  levels 
and  (2)  the  acquisition,  construction  or  reconstruction  of  certain  public 
facilities,  such  as  schools,  hospitals j  convention  halls  or  general  government 
administration  buildings.     Public  and  social  services  may  be  funded  with  com- 
munity block  grant  funds  only  if  funds  are  not  available  from  other  federal 
sources.    New  housing  construction,  housing  allowances,  general  government  ad- 
ministration and  maintenance,  and  political  activity  are  also  prohibited. 

Community  Development  Program 

The  Community  Development  Program  is  administered  on  the  Federal  level  by  HUD 
and  on  the  local  level  by  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Community  Development  in  cooperation 
with  a  number  of  other  City  agencies  on  the  Technical  Policy  Committee,  with  func- 
tions as  described  below. 

The  Department  of  City  Planning  provides  planning  and  programming  assistance, 
as  well  as  performing  community  liaison  work.     Other  agencies,  such  as  the  Department 
of  Public  Works,  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection,  the  Public  Library,  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Department,  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  the  Housing  Authority,  and 
the  Model  Cities  Agency,  receive  funds  to  carry  out  identified  community  development 
projects  in  their  areas  of  authority  and  expertise. 

A  Citizens  Committee  on  Community  Development,  appointed  by  the  Mayor,  assists 
and  advises  in  the  preparation  of  the  annual  program. 

San  Francisco's  proposals  for  community  development  and  housing  are  presented 
in  two  parts.     The  first  part  includes  a  program  to  meet  the  City's  community 

Jane  Hale,  Controller,  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  September  8,  1977, 
telephone  conversation. 
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development  needs;  the  second  part  is  a  plan  Tolr  housing  assistance  designed  to  meet 
the  housing  needs  of  low  and  moderate  income  families.    Preference  was  given  to  areas 
with  a  relatively  iiigh  proportion  of  minority' and  lower  income  residents,  as  indi- 
cated in  Exhibit^  III  and  IV.     In  screening  requests  for  new  activities,  each  pro- 
posal was  analyzed  according  to  several  major  factors.    The  following  questions 
were  asked  in  each  case: 

.  Does  the  proposal  focus  on  one  of  the  foiir  basicf-areas  of  needs  and 
objectives?  - 

.  Does  it  focus  on  the  needs  of  low  and  moderate  income  persons? 


.  Is  the  activity  eligible  for  funding  under  the  law? 

.  Are  there  funds  available  for  the  project  from  other  Federal  sources? 

.  Would  Block  Grant  funds  substantially  reduce  the  current  level  of 
local  financial  support,  if  any,  for  this  activity? 

. 'Does  the  proposed  project  have  strong  citizen  and  executive 
support? 

.  Is  the  proposal  feasible?    Can  it  be  carried-^out  in  a  reasonable 

amount  of  time?    Is  there  an  appropriate  administrative  agency? 

Scheduling  , 

The  1974  legislation  established. a  six-year  funding  schedule,  based  upon  a 
national  formula  for  allocating  furicfs  to  metropolitan  cities  (over  50,000  population). 
Protection  was  provided  in  early  years  to  cities  that  have  heavy  commitment  in  on- 
going community  development  -programs  by  j^Yoviding  them  with  a  "hold  harmless"  block 
grant  amount,  equal  to-.  tiiet  annual  average  of  funding  received  under  HUD's  "categori- 
cal programs"- during  fiscal  years  1968  through  1972.     Current  legislation  before 
Congress  is  expected  to  modify  the  formula  and  subsequently  the  allocation  which 
San-  Francisco  would  receive  for  future  years  (details  of  the  legislation,  on  adop- 
tion, will  be  included  in  the  Final  EIR  for  this  program). 

The  amount  of  funds  to  which  San  Francisco  is  entitled  -  known  as  the  "entitle- 
ment amount"  -  over  the  program's  six-year  period  was  originally  to  be  reduced  from 
$28.8  million  in  1975  and  1976  to  $28.4  million  in  1977,  and  to  $22.2  million, 
$16.9  million  and  $12.8  million  in  1978.  1979  and  1980,  respectively.     It  now 
anticipated  to  be  $26.1  million  in  the  current  year  (1978),  and  $29.6  and  $31.0 
million  in  1979  and  1980. 

In  1978,  the  community  development  application  would  allocate  approximately 
$11.1  million  for  programs  initiated  through  the  community  development  programming 
process,  and  $15.0  million  to  support  on-going  categorical  programs.     As  existing 
programs  are  eventually  completed,  more  monies  will  be  made  available  to  begin  new 
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1970  CENSUS  TRACTS  EXHIBIT  m 

DISTRIBUTION  OF  MINORITY  GROUPS  ' 
A  COMPOSITE  OF  BLACKS- LATINS- ASIANS 


I  I   Less  Than  20% 

20-397o 
40-59% 
^^^^  60%  or  More 


Source: 

U.S.  Census  of  Populotion,  1970 
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1970  CENSUS  TRACTS 


EXHIBIT  IS" 


DISTRIBUTION  OF  LOWER  INCOME  POPULATION* 


^!$S'§$3  60%  or  More  of  Population  in  Lower  Income  Households 


-X-    Population  in  Households  with  Inconne  Less  than  80%  of 
San  Francisco    Median  Income 

Source : 

U.S.  Census  of  Populotion,  1970 

SAN       FRANCISCO       DEPARTMENT       OF       CITY  PLAN 


Less  Than  607©  of  Population  in  Lower  Income  Households 


TABLE  I 

SUm-IARY  OF  1978  COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM 

Conserve  Existing  Housing 

lo  RAP;  Inner  Richmond,  Upper  Ashbury,  Tenderloin  and 

Hayes  Valley 
2o  Bayview  North  Rehabilitation 
3o  Public  Housing  Rehabilitation 
4.  Housing  Rehabilitation  Program 


Develop  New  Housing  - _ 

lo  Western  Addition  A-2 
2o  Hunters  Point  NDP ^ 

3.  Golden  Gateway 

4.  Stockton/Sacramento  Site 
So  Diamond  Heights  , 

6o  Acquisition  of  Housing  Sites  in  Chinatown 


Improve  Neighborhood  Quality 

1.  Existing  Recreational  Facilities  ■  " 

2.  Existing  Neighborhood  Centers 
3o  Existing  Childcare  Centers 

4o  Additional  Neighborhood  Centers  (Hayes  Valley, 

Bernal  Heights  temporary  centers) 

5«  Neighborhood  Traf'fic  Control 

6o  NIIP 

7.  Removal  of  Physical  Barriers 

8o  Historic  Preservation 

9o  Fire  Protection  Equipment 

10 o  Model  Cities 

Increase  Economic  Development 

1.  India  Basin  Industrial  Park 

2o  Yerba  Buena  Center 

3.  Neighborhood  Commercial  Districts 
4o  Northeast  Waterfront 

Programming  and  Management 

Contingencies 


$  5,448,600 


4,200,000 
-0- 
948,600 
300,000 

$10,718,600 

3,940,000 
6,278,600 
-0- 
-0- 
-0- 
500,000 

$  1,720,550 

730,000 
294,700 
130,500 


15,000 
-0- 
100,000 
200,000 
-0- 
250,350 

(reserved  in  contingencies) 

$  3,185,600 

2,061,100 
624,500 
300,000 
200,000 

$  600,000 

$  4,426,650 


Total 


$26,100,000 


coimnunity  development  activities.     Those  new  activities  to  be  considered  would  be 
designed  to:   (1)  improve  the  quality  of  existing  housing;   (2)  provide  new  housing; 
(3)  improve  neighborhood  quality;  and  (4)  advance  economic  opportunity  through  land 
development . 

Citizen  involvement  would  be  a  continuous  activity  in  planning  and  programming 
Community  Development  funds.     A  nine-step  procedure  developed  for  programming 
Community  Development  funds  is  described  in  Appendix  A,  1978  Community  Development 
Program  and  Housing  Assistance  Plan,  pages  2  and  3.     It  is  anticipated  that  resources 
would  be  available  through  block  grants  to  work  directly  with  community  organizations 
and  citizens  to  assess  and  articulate  Community  Development  needs,  and  to  Jointly 
develop  programs  that  are  responsive  to  those  needs . 

Part  One;     Community  Development  Projects 

The  following  is  the  list  of  projects  proposed  in  the  1978  preliminary  propo- 
sal; these  are  also  summarized  in  Table  I.     Projects  initiated  through  the  community 
development  programming  process  are  identified  by  an  asterisk.     The  implementing 
agency  is  identified  in  parentheses,  using  the  following  abbreviations:  BBI  - 
Bureau  of  Building  Inspection;  MCA  -  Model  Cities  Agency;  DCP  -  Department  of  City 
Planning;  SFRA  -  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency;  R&P  -  Recreation  and  Park 
Department;  DPW  -  Department  of  Public  Works;  PLC  -  Public  Library  Commission; 
SFHA  -  San  Francisco  Housing  Authority;  CCD  -  Office  of  Community  Development.  In- 
dicated funding  amounts  are  approximate.     Programs  continued  from  previous  years' 
Community  Development  Block  Grant  Applications  are  indicated  in  the  descriptions  of 
individual  items,  although  no  funding  may  be  proposed  this  year.     A  more  complete 
description  of  each  program  is  included  in  Appendix  A,  pages  4  to  7 .     Exhibits  V, 
VI  and  VII  indicate  rehabilitation  and  redevelopment  in  San  Francisco,  and  the 
distribution  of  assisted  housing  vinits. 


1978  COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM 


A. 


CONSERVE  EXISTING  HOUSING 


1.     RAP*:  Carry  out  Rehabilitation  Assistance  Program  (RAP) 

activities  in  the  Inner  Richmond,  Upper  Ashbury,  Tenderloin 
and  Hayes  Valley  Neighborhoods  (BBI) 


$  4,200,000 


2.     Bayview  North*:  Undertake  planning  activities  for  the 

possible  initiation  of  a  residential  rehabilitation  renewal 
program  in  the  Bayview  North  area  (SFRA/BBI) 


-0- 


3.     Public  Housing  Rehabilitation*:  Undertake  rehabilitation 
activities  in  existing  public-housing  projects  (SFHA) 


$ 


948,600 


.  Elevator  Safety 

.  Elevator  Survey 

.  Exterior  Lighting 

.  Firedoors  and  Escapes 

.  Screens,  Fences  and  Gates 

.  Signs  for  Fire  Exits 


$  228,400 


20,000 
224,400 
393,800 
60,000 
22,000 
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REHABILITATION  AND  REDEVELOPMENT  IN  SAN  FRANCISCO 


REDEVELOPMENT  PROJECT  AREAS 

COMPLETED 

1.  Western  Addition  A- 1 

2.  Chinese  Cultural  ond  Trade  Center 
DEVELOPMENT  STAGE 

3.  Golden  Gateway 

4.  Western  Addition  A-2 

5.  Verba  Bueno  Center 

6.  Diamond  Heigtits 

7.  Indio  Basin  Industrial  Pork 

8.  Hunters  Point 

9.  Stockton  -  Socromento 


EXHIBIT  Y 

CONSERVATION  AREAS 

§SZ3;  COMPLETED 

1 .  Pacific  Heights 

2.  West  Nob  Hill 

3.  Visitocion  Volley 


FEDERALLY-ASSISTED 
CODE  ENFORCEMENT  AREAS 

COMPLETED 

1 .  Greot  Highwoy 

2.  Glen  Pork 

3.  Bueno  vista  Heights 

 4.  Arguello  Pork 

ESS3  IN  PROGRESS 

5.  Alamo  Squore 

6.  Duboce  Triongle 

7.  Bernol  Heights 

REHABILITATION  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM  AREAS 

,1.  Inner  Richmond 


^  2.  Upper  Ashbury 


AUGUST  1976 


SAN       FRANCISCO       DEPARTMENT       OF       CITY  PLANNING 


PROPOSED  OR  POTENTIAL 
REHAB! LITATiOW  AND  REDEVELOPMENT  IN  SAN  FRANCISCO 


EXHIBIT  m 


REHABILITATION  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM  AREAS 
[»;.;;. I   I.    North   of  Market  (Tenderloin) 


2.  Hoyes   Valley  -  Western  Addition 

SURVEY  AREA  (Redevelopment,  rehabilitation  or  reloted  mechanism), 

1.  Bayview  North 

2.  Northeastern  Waterfront 


1970  CENSUS  TRACTS        .    EXHIBIT  JUL 


DISTRIBUTIONS  OF  EXISTING  ASSISTED  HOUSING  UNITS 

Assessor's  Block  With  Public  Housing  or  Other  Subsidized  Housing 

|:???^^?^^  Census  Tract  with  Ratio  of  Assisted  Housing  to  Total  Housing 
Greater  Than  Overall  City  Ratio 

Sources:  S.F.  Housing  Authority  a  S.F.  Redevelopment  Agency  AUGUST  1976 

SAN       FRANCrSCO       DEPARTMENT       OF       CITY  PLANNING 


4.    Housing  Rehabilitation  and  Financing  Program*: 

Implement  new  methods  of  residential  rehabilitation 

and  financing  (OCD)  v-.Li' ^  300,000 

B.  DEVELOP  NEW  HOUSI^^G  '•■ -'-./r.?!  .U-v  ' 

1.  Western  Addition  A-2:  Continue  project  activities  in  the 

Western  Addition  A-2  Redevelopment  Project  (SFRA)  $  3,940,000 

2.  Hunters  Point  NDP:  Continue  project  activities  in  the 

Hunters  Point  Neighborhood  Development  Project  (SFRA)  $  6,278,600 

3.  Golden  Gateway:  Continue  project  activities  in  the 
Golden  Gateway  Redevelopment  area  (SFRA) 

4.  Stockton/Sacramento  Site:  Continue  project  activities  in 

the  Stockton/ Sacramento  Redevelopment  Project  (SFRA)  -0- 

5..    Diamond  Heights:  Continue  project  activities  in  the 

Diamond  Heights  Redevelopment  Area  (SFRA)  -0- 

6.     Acquisition  of  Housing  Sites*:  Acquire  an  additional 

housing  site  to  serve  the  Chinatown  area  (SFHA)  $  500,000 

C.  IMPROVE  NEIGHBORHOOD  QUALITY 

1.  Existing  Recreational  Facilities*:  Renovate  and  improve 

existing  recreational  facilities  (R&P)  $  730,000 

.  Margaret  Hayward  Playground  $  200,000 

.  Milton  Meyer  Recreation  Center  150,000 

.  Chinese  Playground  30,000 

.  Hamilton  Pool  100,000 
.  St.  Mary's  Playground  and'' 

Recreation  Center  100,000 
.  Potrero  Hill  Playground  and 

Recreation  Center  100,000 

.  Portsmouth  Square  50,000 

2.  Existing  Neighborhood  Centets*:  Rehabilitate  existing 

neighborhood  centers  (MCA)  $  294,700 

.  Mission  YMCA  $  10,000 

.  Potrero  Hill  Neighborhood  House  35,000 

.  The  Farm  28,000 

.  Sutter  YWCA  35,000 

.  Clay  YWCA  43,200 

.  Golden  Gate  Hospital  (Raphael  House)  50,000 

.  Cadillac  Hotel  35,000 

.  Telegraph  Hill  Neighborhood  Center  30,000 

.  Precita  Community  Center  28,500 
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a.     Cljiild  Care  Facilities*:  Rehabilitate  child  care 

■        r^cilities  (MCA)  $  130,500 

.  Visitacion  Valley  Childcare  $      4.000  '^'  ^ 

.  Companeros  Del  Barrio  .  35*000 
..  Unitery  Childcare  ,  '       '  ,  8,000 

'      .  All  Saints  Church  Childcare  ''35,000 
.  Haight-Ashbury  Childcare  7,500 

Cross  Cultural -Childcare  35,000  ,..1: 

^  "Mission  Childcare  (Alabama  Street)  6,000  '•.'■'•>■:■ 

4.  Additional  Neighborhood  Centers*;  Provide  additional 

neighborhood  centers  (DCP/MCA)  $  15,000 

5.  Neighborhood  Traffic  Control*:  Carry  out  neighborhood 

traffic  control  programs  (DPW)  -0- 

6.  NIIP*:  Continue  the  Neighborhdod  Initiated  Improvement 

Program  (DCP)  $  100,000 

7.  Removal  of  Physical  Barriers*:  Remove  physical  barriers 
which  impede  the  mobility  of  elderly  and  handicapped 

persons  in  public  buildings  (DPW)  $  200,000 

,  California  Palace  of  the  Legion  of  Honor  $  12,000 

.   ,  Department  of  City  Planning  7,000 

V  City  Hall  Annex,  450  McAllister  Street  6,000 

.  City  Hall  Entrance  70.000 

.  Mission  Branch  Library  17,000 

.  Richmond  Branch  Library  28,000 

.  Recreational  Facilities  60,000 

8.  Historic  Preservation*:  Provide  loans  and  grants  for  the 
rehabilitation  of  structures  with  special  architectural 

or  historic  value  (DCP)  -0- 

9.  Fire  Protection  Equipment*:  Provide  fire  equipment  in 

Community  Development  areas  $  250,350 

10.    Model  Cities:  Continue  Model  Cities  activities  in  the  (tb  be 

Bayview-Hunters  Point  and  Mission  Model  Neighborhoods  (MCA)  determined) 

INCREASE  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT 

1.  India  Basin  Industrial  Park:  Continue  project  activities  in 

the  India  Basin  Industrial  Park  redevelopment  project  (SFRA)  $  2,061,100 

2.  Yerba  Buena  Center:  Continue  project  activities  in  the  Yerba 

Buena  Center  redevelopment  project  (SFRA)  $  624,500 
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3 


Neighborhood  Commercial  Districts*:  Continue  the 
Neighborhood  Commercial  District  improvement  program 
(DCP/DPW) 


$ 


300,000 


E, 


4.    Northeast  VJaterf ront*:  Undertake  planning  activities  for 
the  revitalization  of  the  northeast  waterfront  area 

(sfra/jx:p) 
programming  and  management* 


200,000 


600,000 


F.      CONTINGENCIES:  Funds  are  reserved  in  contingencies  to  fund 
Model  Cities  activities,  a  technical  services  contract  to 
assist  with  the  Implementation  of  neighborhood  projects, 
potential  cost  overruns  in  approved  projects,  and  other  needs 
which  are  identified  at  the  public  hearings  on  the  preliminary 
proposal  $  A, 426, 650 

Part  Two;    The  Hbusing  Assistance  Plan 

The  various  efforts  the  City  would  support  in  1978  to  improve  the  conditions  of 
existing  housing,  especially  for  low  and  moderate  income  families,  continue  those 
fef forts  begun  in  the  earlier  program  years. 

The  major  program  which  would  help  meet  the  housing  needs  of  San  Francisco 
lower  income  households  would  continue  to  be  the  Housing  Assistance  Payments  pro- 
gram, sometimes  referred  to  as  the  "Section  8"  program. 

Under  this  program  HUD  provides  financial  assistance  to  owners  to  make  up  the 
difference  between  fair  market  rents  and  the  lower  income  family's  ability  to  pay. 
"Lower  income  families"  are  defined  as  households  whose  income  is  80%  or  less  of 
the  median  income  in  the  San  Francisco  area  ($17,000  in  1976).     "Ability  to  pay," 
established  by  HUD,  is  to  be  not  less  than  15  percent  nor  more  than  25  percent  of 
total  family  income,  taking  into  consideration  the  income  of  the  family,  the  number 
of  minor  children  in  the  houssehold  and  the  extent  of  medical  or  other  unusual  ex- 
penses incurred. by  the  family.     Owners  of  residential  buildings  eligible  to  receive 
housing  assistance  payments  include  private  profit  corporations  and  individuals, 
non-profit  sponsors,  and  public  .housing  agencies. 

As  in  previous  years,  the  1978  Housing  Assistance  Plan  enumerates  three  types 
of  housing  programs  where  the  housing  assistance  payments  would  be  used:  rehabilita- 
tion, existing  housing,  and  new  construction.     There  have  been  a  number  of  new 
developments  in  assisted  housing  in  San  Francisco  since  the  1977  Housing  Assistance 
Plan,  which  provide  additional  financing  mechanisms  (see  Appendix  A,  page  8). 

Guidelines  for  Development 

It  is  the  City's  policy  to  promote  a  balanced  housing  program.  The  objective'-- 
of  this  policy  are  (1)  to  locate  assisted  projects  where  they  will  promote  economic 
and  racial  integration;  and  (2)  to  locate  assisted  projects  where  they  will  encour- 
age the  revitalization  of  neighborhoods.     To  further  integrate  efforts,  preference 
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will  be  given  to  proposed  housing  projects  located  outside  existing  -areas  of  minor- 
ity or  low  income  concentration.     (See  Exhibits  III  and  IV,  pages  8  and  9).    At  the 
same  time,  there  is  a  continuing  need  to  provide  new  or  rehabilitated  housing  in 
existing  community  revitalization  areas.    Proposed  housing  projects  in  areas  of 
racial  or  economic  concentration  will  be  considered  if  (1)  they  are  a  part  of  a  pro- 
gram to  revitalize  the  neighborhood,   (2)  there  is  community  support  for  the  projects, 
and  (3)  there  are  other  housing  choices  available  for  lower  income  persons  outside 
areas  of  racial  or  economic  concentration. 

In  addition,  it  is  the  policy  of  the  City  that  the  proposed  projects  be  evalu- 
ated and  selected  in  terms  of  specific  guidelines  (see  Appendix  A,  page  11)  which 
relate  to  locations,  environmental  conditions,  accessibility,  sponsoring  entity, 
physically  handicapped  and  development ally  disabled,  income  mix,  unit  size  and 
Comprehensive  Plan  and  Codes  of  the  City. 

The  Department  of  City  Planning  has  prepared  guidelines-'-  for  the  design  of  pew 
construction  and  substantial  rehabilitation,  which  are  on  file  and  available  for 
public  review  and  distribution  at  the  Department  offices. 

'  !  i  ■.  ; 

Goals  for  1978 

The  Housing  Assistance  Plan  (HAP)  for  1978  continues  the  1975,  1976  and  1977 
programs,  and  offers  additional  housing  projects  for  consideration. 

The  goals  for  the  development  of  assisted  housing  in  San  Francisco  in  1978  are 
included  in  Appendix  A,  page  10,  and  are  summarized  in  Table  II  and  as  follows: 

A.      REHABILITATION  1,518  Units 

A  comprehensive  and  effective  rehabilitation  program  includes  two 
types  of  assistance:  rehabilitation  loans  of  favorable  terms  and  housing 
assistance  payments  to  make  Units  available  for  the  lowest-income  house- 
holds.    The  City  has  two  locally  financed  rehabilitation  loan  programs, 
the  Rehabilitation  Assistance  Program  (RAP)  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency's 
loan  program,  and  the  federal  Section  312  low-interest  loans  are  an  addi- 
tional special  tool  to  accomplish  rehabilitation. 

The  Section  8  program  is  still  the  only  resource  of  housing  assist- 
ance payments  and  new  methods  are  being  explored  to  assign  such  units 
to  supplement  activities  within, designated  rehabilitation  areas.  The 


New  Construction  and  Substantial  Rehabilitation  Project  Design  Guidelines, 
dated  April  24,  1975,  and  Development  Guidelines  for  Construction  and 
Substantial  Rehabilitation  of  Housing  for  Physically  Handicapped  and  Devel- 
opmentally  Disabled  People,  dated  March  15,  1976. 
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goals  of  all  the  rehabilitation  programs  is  distributed  as  follows: 

1.  Locally-Financed  Rehabilitation  Loans  768  Units 

2.  Section  8  Housing  Assistance  Pajrments  750  Units 

B.  EXISTING  HOUSING  300  Units 

Section  8  Housing  Assistance  Payments 

The  Section  8  Housing  Assistance  Payments  Program  can  be  used 
to  house  eligible  lower-income  families  and  individuals  in  standard 
existing  housing  units  at  rents  they  can  afford.  Methods  are  being 
explored  to  expand  the  use  of  the  Section  8  existing  program  to  the 
designated  rehabilitation  areas;  it  is  expected  that  100  units  could 
be  used  this  V7ay  in  1978.  The  remaining  200  units  would  be  used  on 
a  city-wide  basis. 

C.  NEW  CONSTRUCTION  850  Units 

New  housing  developments  are  an  integral  element  of  the  City's 
Housing  Assistance  Plan.     As  part  of  the  City's  programming,  prior- 
ity is  given  to  completion  of  on-going  and  committed  new  develop- 
ment projects.     New  allocations,  specifically  through  the  Section  8 
Program,  should  be  used  to  supplement  FHA- insured  or  privately- 
financed  new  construction  projects,  and  to  promote  economic  and 
racial  integration  by  such  means  as  scattered  distribution  of  new 
assisted  housing  projects.     The  goal  of  total  units  of  new  con- 
struction is  distributed  as  follows: 

1.  Section  202  300  Units 

Allocations  of  Section  8  are  available  in  conjunction 
with  the  Section  202  program.     Section  202  is  a  direct 
Federal  loan  for  development  of  housing  for  the  elderly 
and  handicapped  by  non-profit  organizations. 

2.  Scattered  Site  Units  400  Units 

Approximately  400  units  will  be  used  for  new  "in  fill" 
assisted  housing  projects  of  appropriate  scale  and  character 
in  sound  as  well  as  deteriorating  areas.  Preference  will  be 
given  to  projects  located  in  desifjnatcd  rchahi  H  ration  areas 
and  in  other  areas  of  the  City  in  which  subsidized  housing 
is  to  be  actively  encnuraged.  Preference  will  also  be  given 
to  projects  with  large  (three  or  more  bedrooms)  units  and  to 
projects  for  the  physically  handicapped  and  the  development- 
ally  disabled. 


-19- 


2.    Units  in  Large  Market-Rate  Developments  '150  Units 

One  hundred  and  fifty  units  are  projected  for  use  in 
major  market  rate  developments  for  the  purpose  of  promoting 
economic  integration.     These  units  might  be  used  in  a  new 
large  subdivision  or  similar  development. 


,  TABLE  II 

GOALS  FOR  ASSISTED  HOUSING 


1978 


REHABILITATION 


Locally-Financed  Rehabilitation  Loans 

RAP:     Inner  Richmond  121  Units 

Upper  Ashbury  262  Units 

Hardship  Loans  (both  areas)    85  Units 

Western  Addition  A-2  300  Units 

Section  8  Housing  Assistance  Payments 

Designated  Rehabilitation  Areas  350  Units 
Scattered  Site  Rehabilitation        400  Units 


Section  8  Housing  Assistance  Payments 

Designated  Rehabilitation  Areas  100  Units 
City-wide  Leasing  Program  200  Units 

NEW  CONSTRUCTION 

Section  8  Housing  Assistance  Payments 


Scattered  Sites 
Section  202  Elderly 
Units  in  Large  Market-Rate 
Developments 


400  Units 
300  Units 


1,518  Units 
768  Units 


750  Units 


300  Units 
300  Units 


850  Units 
850  Units 


TOTAL 


2,668  Units 


Statiis  of  Individual  Programs 


As  the  fourth  year  of  the  community  development  program,  the  majority  of  the 
proposals  are  continuing  projects.    Each  of  the  continuing  projects  has  been  sub- 
ject to  individual  review  under  both  CEQA  and  NEPA,  and  in  the  current  year  again 
may  be  subject  to  such  review,  along  with  the  new  programs,  depending  upon  the 
activity  proposed.     The  procedure  under  CEQA  is  compared  to  the  HUD  Block  Grant 
Procedures  for  the  Community  Development  Block  Grant  Program,   (Federal  Register, 
July  16,  1975)  in  Appendix  B,  Comparison  of  State  and  Federal  Environmental  Review 
Procedures,  of  the  Final  EIR  for  the  1977  program. 

The  environmental  review  status  of  each  individual  program  in  the  three-year 
community  development  program  is  presented  in  Table  III,  Environmental  Review  of 
Individual  Projects.    An  analysis  of  expenditures  and  obligations  is  presented  in 
Table  IV,  Progress  on  Planned  Activities.    As  may  be  noted,  a  portion  of  the  funds 
that  were  allocated  in  1975,  1976  and  1977  have  not  been  expended  (allocated, 
$79.4  million;  expenditures  to  July  31,  1977,  $33.0  million).    There  are  several 
reasons  for  this:  (1)  there  may  have  been  use  of  City  funds  which  have  not  been 
reimbursed  yet  from  conaaunity  development  monies;  (2)  there  may  have  been  a  lead 
time  involved  in  program  start-up  during  which  there  would  have  been  little  ex- 
penditure; (3)  the  allocation  may  have  been  a  reservation  of  funds  to  accumulate 
enough  monies  to  fund  a  future  activity;  and  (4)  the  expenditures  represent  the 
first  two  and  one-half  years  of  a  program  where  expenditures  can  continue  inde- 
finitely (until  exhausted),  with  no  cut-off  date. 

The  goals  of  the  Housing  Assistance  Plan  have  been  met  to  the  extent  indicated 
in  Table  V,  Progress  on  Housing  Goals,  which  presents  the  cumulative  goals  to  date 
and  the  actual  accomplishments. 
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PROGRESS  ON  PLANNED  ACTIVITIES  ($000) 


As  of.  July  31,  1977 

Activity             "             ^,  ^ 

Aj^^ocated 

'  Obll'gited 

Expendec 

1 

FACE 

'*i,397.2 

'  i,268;9 

1,260. 

.  3 

RAP  ^ 

^,699.0 

1,326'.  4 

1,107. 

.  9 

Bayview  North 

75.0 

59.3 

51. 

.  3 

Public  Housing  Rehabilitation 

3  711.4 

'  198.6 

75. 

.  3 

Western  Addition  A-2 

15,214.5 

8,290.4 

6, 509. 

.  8 

Hunters  Point  NPD 

24  700. 3 

11,487. 

,  0 

Golden  Gateway 

200.0  ' 

'■'0 

0 

Stockton/Sacranf^to  -•^'a 

99. 9 

■  0 

0 

Acquisition  of  Housing  Sitds 

1*800.0 

i.L  0.1 

0 

International  Hotel 

1,313.0"^^/ 

1,300*0 

1, 300. 

,  0 

Model  §ities                    ^ ' 

.10,002.2. 

8,254. 

.  6 

Recreat>lonal  Facilities  \  -  i 

•  "3  063.0 

1,562.8  ./ 

898 . 

.  8 

Branch  libraries             1 ^ ! • 

!  '"V.  1326^  0''. 

70.9 

20. 

.  8 

Existing  Neighborhood  Centers 

872.4 

.729.0. 

381 . 

.  5 

Child  Care  Facilities 

144.4 

,  :27il 

Additional  Neighborhood  d^nters 

'.li'277.2 

\\  A8,.6 

41 

Traffic  Control 

280.0 

.  .  1  ft  A 

11 

2 

NIIP 

Of  '791. J r- 

454.7 

285. 

.0 

Bicentennial  Celebration 

600. 0. 

■    _     -           U    -  ' 

0 

Historic  Preservation 

200.0 

^  .  .  100.0 

0 

Removal  of  Phy Epical  Barriers  '^'-'^ 

300.0 

29.1 

9. 

.2 

Fire  Protection  Equipment           '  • 

392.0 

. 390:6 

91. 

.5 

India  Basin  Industrial  Park 

3,810.0 

365.3 

276. 

.3 

Neighborhood  Commercial  districts 

^"  200.5 

■:■  ■■    ......  0- 

0 

Office^'bf  Community  Development 

710.0 

574.1 

488. 

.7 

Department  of  City  Planning 

'  575.1 

438.3 

433, 

.1 

Board  of  Supervisors  Bureau  of  Budget  49.8 

19.5 

19. 

.5 

Sub- total 

76,632.2 

45,349.6 

33,003. 

.9 

Contingency 

2,753.8 

0 

Total 

79,386.0 

45,349.6 

33,003. 

.9 

Recapitulation  by  Program  Year 

1975  '  Comiiimity '  development  Ptogiram 

'20,529^6^-^- 

•d6,740i5-'  ' 

14,725. 

,  J 

1976  Community  Development  Program 

30,376.4 

21, 736  .'7 

14,603. 

.2 

1975^  Coinmunity  Development-jPrpgram'; 

,  .?9,480-p 

■  .6*872.4 

3,675. 

,6 

Total                                       i  u 

33,003. 

,  9 
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TABLE  V 
PROGRESS  ON  HOUSING  GOALS 


Program  \    •  '  "^^^ 

Year             Type  of  Assistance .  Committed  Occupied 

1975  Housing  Assistance  Pay;-  ■^^--•ih-jx..- 

ments  Program  .(S&C^Mj/i^  3091  323  159 

-  #  New  ConsttUQt4^i),rij  ,1391                     0  0 

-  Existing  Housing     -  '  '950  -"^'-L:          323  159 
Substantial  Rehabi-  ■'■  V.'y' 

'  ^     litation  .;,.  7^0  ^0  0 

Conventional  Public  '  -i 

'         Housing    ;.   •  :  200  0  « 

'■'Multi-Family  r  Assisted  t   '^'^'^                     ,  , 

Housing  ('Sec,  236)  [     1,;'^^     865  5^4  335 

1976  Rehabilitation  ..-!c'''    1509  566  ''^'p 

-  Section  312  Loans  '/.W                   111  0 

,   -  Locally  Fihanced  Re-  '}.);^  ,  ^  ^ 

habilita'tlbn  Loans  •  36/^                  17  0  .  V 

■  RAP  Areas"    '  ,  [26;7l.-,                   [0]  [0] 

Wes tern  Addition  A-2(,  .[li-0.i  tl7]  [0]     'r..;..  .;? 

.  i    -Hardship  LdaJns  .                            0  ^  0       .vJ  ^ 

-Public  Housing  '    ■\;>^  i . 

Modernization  .,W                   45'0  ^  -  fj^rv;, 

-Section  $  Hdusing  .  ^.i  l^  r.,^ 

Assista'nCfe  Payments  i    .130                     '0'  '  '  0.       >,•.  !' 

Existing  Housing  (Sec.  8  . 
Housing  Assistance  . 

Pajments)      '                :  .''(m             240  "  0  ,  0 

,   New  Cons ttuct ion  V,!  ,"            1167  909  -  0 

-  Sec.  8  Housing  ,  . 

Assistance  Payments  .707                   909  0 

HUD  '  ,.t59"7]                 [809]  ■\..,-  [0] 

State  •  ,1110]          '  ■'  '[100]  [0] 

-  Conventional  Public  ,  , 

Housing                   ^  .460                       0-'  .iiJ  J  ^0 


-.    r  »;rr,:,- 

Progress  on  1977  Housing  Goals  is  not  availalpj.e..at  the  publication  date  of  this 
Draft  EIR,  but  Wt>«ildr-be  included,  in  the  Final  EIR.'  •Information  is  aS;Of 
Sefptemb^r  30,  19^6,  _  '  "    '  ,  ,  ^ 

Source:  "Annual  Pei^fprmance  Report,  Commuility  De^elopmenit,  aod  Housing,"  Office  of 
Community._Dev^lopment^' San  Franci^gp  October  1976  (Section 

rOf  ,  III-A,  Hoiking  Assistance  Provided)   ^  '  "  "i 

'  ■  • 

-3Q-  X:/' 


CHAPTER  THREB^^:  ENVIRONIffiNTAI<  .SETtM;^-*''-  Jtf-i  Itu^sin^ 

A.  Introduction      ^  .        -       .  •  - "   -^an^.-i.-v  .  ,i. 
  ,   ,_fj.  ,    _       ,     ^  . 

This  Chapter  Incorporates  by  reference  the  equivalent  environmental 
setting  chapter  in  the  Final  EIR  for  the  1977  Conmunity  Development  Program, 
which  itfolvKies  sections  on  G^dl'ogy  and  Seismiclty,  Topography,  Climate  and 
Air  Quality,  Housing  Cha^acte;rlstlcs,  ,Transfpiprtation,  Animals  and.  Plants,  and 
Archaeological,  Historic!^!' and  Cultural  J?,esources.    Two  additional-  sections, 
relative  to  N^jlse  and  R^sourcfe  Use,  .4v*vf^  been  prepared  for  this  report.  Addi- 
tionally, material  Iiis  b^en  add^d .  to  supp^^ent  the  referenced  sections  on 
Climate  and  Air  (juality.  Housing  Charge tej;,i§ tics.  Transportation,  and 
Archaeological,  Historical  aad  Cultur^al  R/?,90urces,  to  make  this  report  more 
current  and  complete.  '    :        ;  -^.^./^^ 

B.  Noise  '    '  ■    ■  ' 

■<-i'}  ThefrT^af^P,J^irtat^.on  Noise  Section  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Element 
of  .the  Gpfflp^ehensiye  PlSn-^' iii^ludes^.Backgrqund  Noise  Levels  and  Thoroughfare 
Noise  Levels  map^-f  for' 1974  (pagesi  16,,  17)  ,^,wh;^;ch  iildiciate  that  background 
noise  levels-  rang.e  f roili  5*5  to  65fLdn  and  tKoroughfare  noise  levels  (on  speci- 
'  fie  ostreets)  range  ^^rbm'  65  to  80  Ldn  (Ld|i  =  noise  level  in  decibels,  day/night 
equivaient,  in  whi^:h  6tf-Ldn  is  normal  speech  at  3  feet,  70  Ldn  is  a  typical 
passenger  car,  25  kPH  at  25  feet,  and».85 , Ldn  is  a  MUNI  (San  Francisco  Munlcip  ' 
Railway)  stre^tqar,  25  MPH  at  25  feet.    Ijl^e  Bureau  of  Engineering  of  the 
Department  of  Public  tJoi-l^s  hasi  ^produced  1970,  .Noise  Maps  for  the  Task  Force  for 
Noise  Control, 2  which  desdribe  noise  levels  in  terms  of  day  and  night  L^q 
L9Q  values  (LiQ  is  the  noise  level  in  decibels  that  is  exceeded  10%  of  the 
time,  while  L90  is  exceeded  90%  of  the  time).    These  generally  indicate  higher 
naicseiMvels  ne^r  major  thoroughfares  and  in  greater  activity  centers. 

C.  Resource  Use  r  J.  !^  .' 
1.     ENERGY;  RegOURCES 

Natural  Gas         '  '   -  ' , 

Natural;  gafSi  supplies  cope  to  San  Francisco  from  gas-producing  wells 
in  Texas  and  Canada  via.  transmission  pipelines  and  the  Pacific  Gas  and 
Electric  Company*s  distribution  system.    The,  availability  of  natural  gas 
from  these  sources, is  limited  both  by  contract  and  (ultimately)  by  the 
limited  amount  of  natural  gas  in  the  wells  themselves.    Thus,  recent 


Transportation  Noise  Section  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the 
Comprehensive  Plan,  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  7244,  September  19, 

^  Orlginkl^  %ta.y,  dated  Oc^aber  .  in^  1977,  on  file  at  AS.-jH^jrde  .^^t'e^t^'^lvisio 
of  Mechanical  Engineering.  ^  .  /  ' 

'  ■'       "'  -  «iy</  • 


rulings  of  thfjjSi^aijt^  JRybi^c  mti^ties  Commlgptiparhave  implied  that 
only  50,000  cubic  feet  per  day  of  natural  gas  can  be  made  available 
to  any  single  customer  unless  it  can  be  demonstrated  that  no  other 
fuel  can  meet  the  need  (P.U.C.  Decision  No.  85189,  December  f,  1975). 

li^J^iity ,    .        , ' .  •  .  -.-m'-  •  -'•'■•^ 

,  Electricity,  s^ipp^ies.  .come  4:0  San  Francisco  from  ia  variety  of 
V  . ,  ^  .  geie^xation  faoiliti^,^j,i^<5;Lud4.^g  h^ydroelectric ,  geothermal ,  fossil 
s--,  |jaei^  and  (und?^  power  ^change  1  agyeemeats)  nuclear  power  plants.' 
the  ^majority  of  tbe  electricity, ,  however,  comes  fri)iBrfossilr£u.el-- 
f ired  geiierationr  facilities ,  ,  mpst )  of  which  use, pAtiwrai  ga»  as  »  f uel . 
Within,^ f he  nea:^! fuja^re,  add i|:i<?najL.,, demands  f oE.:^l>9Ctricity  will  pro- 
bably be  met  primarily  by  the  burning  of  more  fossil  fuel  and  second- 
arily from  new  geothermal  sources  and  (under  power  exchange  agreements) 
from  new  nuclear  power  plants  (e.g.,  Diablo  Canyon).  ' 

.  ;  "^h^ .  impounding  reservoirs  qf  the  SanAF|r*n<^lsco  Water^^Department  have 
a  total  storage  capacity  of  291^760  million  gallons  :,(mg)  *    During  years 
of  normal, ,precipitQt;ion,  these  reseryoirs  would  tbi?;  at  65-67  percent  of 
capacity  during  July-August, The  regipn^has  he^niew>eriencing  dcp^ght 
conditions,  however,  for  two^years  and,  as  of  Ju3(y<'29,  1977,.sthe  reservoir 
system  was  at  44,  percent  of  capacity.    ;A  ^ttandatory,  rat;l,9ning  program  to 
;reduce  wa^er  j:ansui5Pt,ion  systemwid:^  by .  515  per^cent  !.haa  been  succesisful. 
Consumption  hf  s  been  reduced  by  appro x^iJWtely,  4<i  .Percent  and  the  water 
supply  sy§tem  is  .no;t  critical  at  tl>^<^  preA^t  t^eA  ^ 

Climate  and  Air  Quality  . •  •  ^i^r^■^■   

National  ambient  air  quality  standards  were  exceeded  more ^often^la; San  J 
Francisco  in  1976  than  in  1975.  The  following  was  observed  in' 1976  for  down- 
town San  Francisco:  ';  '  / 

Oxidant  (OX):  2  excesses,  high  of  13  pphm  (parts  per  hundred 
million) ,  Federal  standard  of  8  pphm  for  1  hour  (no 

.  .  ,,.-exc!^se5,     1975) ^ 
Carbbh  >fondxide 
:  -      <  -'million)  for ^ 


or^  8  lio'urs       excesses  In'  i^'75)    ^  '  "^Z 
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Nitrogen  Dioxide  (M2)  :'  1  excessV  high  of  25  pphm.  State 
standard  of  25  pphm  for  1  hour  (no  excesses  in  1975) 


James  Leonard,  Public  Service  Director,  S^n  Frapcisco  Public  ytillties . Commission, 
August  lOi  1977V' teie^hdnfe'  conversation -with  Eiivirdnmental  Scfe^^ce' Associates ,  Inc 
consultants  to  the  City  in  preparation  of  EE77.220,  eM  for  Yetlja 'Bueha  Center. 


Sulphur  Dioxide  (SO2) :  excesses  2%  of  observed  days,  maximuili 
24-hour  concentration  of  5.3  pphm,  State  standard  of  4 
pphm  for  24  hours  during  1976  (similar  percent  of  excesses 
r  iin  1975).  .   

Suspended  Particulate  (SP):  8  excesses,  annual  geometric  mean 
.      /  _         of  51  tig/m^  (microgratos  per!  cubic  meter)  ,  ^tate  standard 
of  ^60  tig/m^  annual>:"geoiaetrlc  mean;  max^imum  ,2.4-hour  con- 
centr'ation  bf  136 'Sig/m^  compared  to  24-'hqm^  ^^andard  of 
;         ug/m^.J-.     ..--r.  .  :  .4.  *>  "  ' 

E.  Housing  Characteristics      'i ,  '  '    '  . 

There  i.te  7,1342  publiC' housing  units  4n  :S4r^; Francisco,  of  which  approxi- 
mately 10%,  or  700,  are  ;$n  . disrepair  and  in,;ne^d  of  m^jor  rehabilitation,  and 
50%,  or  3,500,  are  in  need  of  modernization. 

F.  Transportation  ^'^  ' 

1,'.  '     ■      ■'  '  ■•.■"■■< f!<5",   hi  --: 

\^The  City  a(h<F ^County- of  SatE.'Francis*«^:  . operas  San  Francisco  Municipal 

VjRaili^ay  (MUNI)  to  "prbVid^  t*atisf±t' serviceai.i    In  addition,,  service  within  San 
^'    .  "Fr'^nciisco  or'  to  ^nfelghbot-lu^t  ^'eonmunitiea.  ijs  provided  by  the  Bay  Area  Rapid 

transit  Distri'ct  '(BART)--,=  At^'^ia-Contra'/Qosta  County  Transit  (A-C  Transit), 
Golden  Gate  Trah^it,' the  SatTlIateo  Courtty  Transit  District  (SajnTrans)  ,  the 
..^Southern  Pacific  Railroad,  and  individually-operated  jitney  passenger  vans. 

G.  Archaieological,  ^i?#t:t)j^>Lfaal  and' Cultural  Resources 

;  'The  Depattim^e  of  City  ^'Planning  has  conducted  a  pity-wide  Survey  of  Archi- 

t'ectuirdily  Significant  Buildings  during  1976  and  1977,  which  assigned  ratings 
to  all  buildings  in  the  City  considered  to  be  architecturally  significant . 3 


1 


Bay  Area  A^r  iPollution  fcbntrol  District,  Contaminant  and  V/eather  Summaries, 
1976,  at  Monitoring  Station  at  939  Ellis  Street,  San  Francisco. 

Everett  Heynemann,  San  Francisco  Housing  Authority,  September  8,  1977,  telephone 
conversation. 

On  file  arid  available  for  review  at^the.  Department  of  City  Planning,  100  Larkln 
Street,  San  Francisco. 


-33- 


CHAPTER-  EOOit;  >         iSJVIRONMENmr ^mWX  (QF  :?piE  ( Pi^OPOSED .,  ACTION 

A.  Intr<!lxitictli0in        ■j-r:r*i>i«»<:  :»«••;':.•.<■)  f  ii-i  ^^^r-Mb  au.-/--.    :;  i-.: 

T^^is^,  Cl^4Pt^|fj..4jaco^:porates  by  ^reference,  the  corresponding  environmental 
impact]  chapter,  in.  tRe  'fin4i^.ErR"^d^ '  t^^^  1977'- cSmmdhity  Devel6paent  Program, 
which  in^ilud^g  sectic^ns  Qii  Displacement  of  Households,  Sodio-Economic  Impacts, 
Temporary  Coosjirifctij^.U  Impacts,  Water,  Sewage,  Energy  Impacts,  Solid  Waste, 
Open  Space  Considerations,  Transpottation  lidpactsi  SeiSmid  Impacts,  Plants  and 
Animals,  and  Air  Quality.    A  new  section,  relative  to  Archaeological, 
Historical  and  Cultural  Impacts,  has  been  prepared  for  this  report.  Addi- 
tionally, material  has  been  added  to  supplement  th6' referenced  section©:  on 
o    Displacemejat  of  Households,  Socio-Economic  Impacts,,  Water,  Sewage,  Energy 
Impacts j  Solid  Waste,  Transpbr^t lion  imp^^        Sfeismic  tmpact«,  ^md  Air 
Quality  to  make  this  report  more  'cjirtent  an^  ' completed '  '     ^    ^|  •   <  : 

B.  Archaeological.  Historical  and  Cultural  Impacts 

,      Projects  would  gene?rally  not  involve  new  construction  or  construction 
with  excavation  requirements  extending  beloW  levels  whidh  ha\^e  beten  previously 
disturbed.    However,  two/areas^/  the  Yerba  Biiena  Cetiter  redevelopment  area  and 
the  Northeast  Waterfront  survey  area,  are  vi^t^iti  an  area  with  a  potential  for 
containing  materijal  of  archaeological  interest:  (se^  S^n  Francisco  Archmeolog- 
ical  Sensitivity,  ^p  iij  ,tKe  J^inal  EIR  tor  the  1977'  Prdgifam,  page  37)  ^ 

The  Yerba  Buena  Center  ar^a  has  been  the  subject  of  prior  environmental 
review,  and  is  currently  undergbing  revi^vi^^'  as 'iiidicaft^^  in  Table  III  of 
,     Chapter  II,  whiAh  analyzes  its  archaeological  impacts  in  greater  detail.  The 
Northeast  Waterf  jront  suVyey  area  is  at  the  platining  arid  -  feasibility  stage, 
]with  no  proposal  Joi;  .review;  conse^u^htly,  its '  irch^ieological  Impacts  <5annot 
be  assessed  at  pfe'sent.    '  ''^^'••'■^  '         "/  •-:.< 

C.  Displacement  of  Households 

It  was  estimated  that  approximately  1,800  households  would  be  displaced 
due  to  action  resulting  from  the  proposed  projects  during  1975,  1976  and  1977. 
As  noted  in  the  EIR  for  the  1977  program,  during  1975  and  1976  (through 
June  30,  1976),  a  total  of  750  households  were  displaced  due  to  community 
development  activities.     From  July  1,  1976  to  June  30,  1977,  an  additional 
252  household  displacements  occurred  (183  from  redevelopment  activities  and 
69  from  FACE  and  RAP),1  for  a  total  of  approximately  1,000  household  dis- 
placements , 

For  the|^caienc(^^  year  i97§ij.Jit       pifo^  tiiat  364  lioUsiholda  would  be 


"^  Leola  Gillies,  Administrative.  A§sist;^nt,  Central  Relocation  Service, 
September  12,  1977,  telephone 'conversatibn.    '  '  '^  oi-ii  •  iJvv;.  • 
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displaced,  of  which  253  would  be  from  redevelopment  activities  and  111  from 
RAP  activities  (see  Table  VII). 


TABLE  VI 

ESTIMATES  OF  TO^^  TO  BE  DISPLACED 

RE]>E^OPMENT/M0DEL  CITIES^- 


1978 


. Total 


Total 

White        ,  , 

Black 

4pian 

Spiinish-American 


Elderl^r^^&i^,  "  ' 

Handicapped  Family 
(1-2.  persot>§)  V  V        or  .  1^33  persons) 


Large  Family 
(5  or  more  persons) 


253 

81 

105 

..'Da5 

.83 

C...35 

59 

o7.  29 

6 

2 

1A5  •:;!TTIO  ja(iOH\i-.JVv;.22- 


^r,.,;,82 

fHv.39 
V  23 
1 


REHABILITATION  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM^ 


"'  ■     Area  ' 
Total 

Inner  Richmond 
Upper  Ashbury 
North  of  Market^ 
Hayes  Valley^ 
Bay view  North^ 


Relocations 


39 
50 
10 
4 


fbrrJtl»«: 


David  Cincotta,  Housing  Specialist,  Office  of  Community  Development,  September  12, 
1977,  personal  communication  based  upon  material  received  from  the  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency. 

Patricia  Melnikow,  Management  Assistant,  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection,  Department, 
of  Public  VJorks,  letter  of  August  22,  1977,  to  Sharon  Robinson,  De'partfnent  of 
City  Planning. 

Recommended  for  designation  as  RAP  area  by  Director  of  Planning  on  August  23, 
1977.  ,  , 

RAP  study  area. 


Renewal  survey  area  and  RAP  study  area. 
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TABLE  VII 


ESTIMATES  OF  HOUSEHOLDS  TO  BE  DI<9f  LACED      1975-77  : 


NUMBER  OF  HOUSEHOLDS 
TOTAL^  HOUSEHOLDS 

L:^:TPtaX    .  JgB^lies?:  Other 


SOURCES  OF  DISPLACEMENT 


A.     REDEVELOPMENT/MODEL  CITIES 
Total 

Elderly  .J 
Non-Elderly 


Total 

Elderly 

Non-Elderly 


160  -  -  12^\ 

23  258^ 

137  ,  1039 

;       LATIN  HOUSEHOLDS 

53            13  40 

5              0  5 

■     48            13  35 


BLACK  HOUSEHOLDS 
Large 

Total    Families  Other 


714  118  596 
^lil22  21  101 

.  592  97  495 


ASIAN  HOUSEHOLDS 


197 

11 

186 

33 

0 

33 

164 

11' 

153 

'1:4572 
1176 


B.  FACE/RAP 


Total 

Families 

Individuals 


FACE 


Total 

356 
204 
152 


Areas  5,  6,  7 

232 
134 
98 


RAP 

Upper  Ashbury  & 
Inner  Richmond 

124^ 
70 
54 


^  Large  families  were  defined' ais  hiving  five  or  more  m^tabers. 

Only  24  of  the  1456  relocation  cases  were  under  the  Model  Cities  Program. 

^  22  of  the  tdtal  124  cases  re^tilsented  displacement  anticipated  from  new  RA^  ' 
areas  to  be  designated. 

.  ■■■I      ■.      ■  ■■  :  ■    -to^';-•;        .  .    1.    ;  ■.  '\:.     ■■      ■     '  ■ 

Source:    Environmental  Impact  Reports  for  the  1975,  1976  and  1977  Community 
Development  Programs,  File  Nos.  EE75.3,  EE75.318  and  EE76.300. 


D.      Socio-Economic  Impacts 


Rehabilitation  and  neighborhood  improvements  under  RAP  may  result  in  some 
changes  in  neighborhood  composition,  based  upon  increases  in  rental  levels. 
This  is  addressed  further  in  the  EIR  for  the  Upper  Ashbury  RAP  area,  as  refer- 
enced in  Table  III  of  Chapter  II  of  this  report. 

The  increased  allocation  to  neighborhood  commercial  districts  would 
assist  in  the  revitalization  and  improvement  of  individual  establishments  and 
overall  districts,  which  would  provide  increased  opportunities  for  neighbor- 
hood shopping  and  employment. 

The  allocation  to  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  redevelopment  area  and  the 
Northeast  Waterfront  survey  area  would  further  potential  commercial  and  in- 
dustrial development,  as  well  as  housing,  in  those  areas,  thereby  providing 
both  employment  and  more  intensive  development  in  the  area. 

E.  Water 

The  San  Francisco  per  capita  water  consumption  during  non-rationing 
periods  is  approximately  75  gallons  per  day  A    The  Housing  Assistance  Plan 
establishes  a  goal  of  850  housing  units,  of  v/hich  300  would  be  units  for  the 
elderly  or  handicapped.    Assuming  studio/one-bedroom  units  for  the  elderly  or 
handicapped,  with  an  average  of  one  and  one-half  persons  per  unit,  and  two- 
to  three-bedroom  units  for  the  remainder,  with  an  average  of  three  persons  per 
unit,  the  total  population  of  the  new  units  would  be  approximately  2,100 
persons.    This  population,  if  assumed  as  the  extreme  case  of  a  new  population 
with  a  per  capita  daily  consvimption  of  75  gallons,  would  consume  approximately 
160,000  gallons  per  day,  or  0.16  million  gallons  per  day  (mgd);  this  represents 
approximately  0.3%  of  the  San  Francisco  residential  occupancy  consumption  of 
52  mgd. 

The  current  water  rationing  plan  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department 
has  resulted  in  a  reduction  in  per  capita  water  consumption  of  30-35%^,  which 
may  be  expected  to  decrease  this  consumption  a  corresponding  amount. 


Based  upon  residential  occupancy  consumption  of  52  million  gallons  per  day,  as 
determined  by  telephone  conversation  of  August  31,  1977,  with  Eugene  J.  Kelleher 
Assistant  General  Manager,  Operations  and  Maintenance,  San  Francisco  Water 
Department,  and  a  population  of  approximately  700,000  (derived  from  the  1970 
Census  of  715,674  and  the  State  Department  of  Finance  Population  Research  Unit 
Estimate  for  January  9,  1977,  of  667,200). 

Eugene  J.  Kelleher,  San  Francisco  Water  Department,  telephone  conversation  of 
August  31,  1977. 
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F.  Sewage 


The  new  housing  units,  following  the  same  assumptions  as  for  water 
consumption  and  assuming  equivalence  between  water  consumption  and  sewage 
generation,  would  generate  approximately  0.16  mgd  of  sewage,  or  0.16  percent 
of  the  usual  City  dry-weather  sewage  flow  of  100  mgd. 

G.  Energy  Impacts 

Using  the  assumptions  set  forth  in  the  Final  EIR  for  the  1977  program, 
the  300  smaller  units  would  consume  approximately  60,000  kwh/mo.  (kilowatt- 
hours  per  month),  the  550  larger  units  approximately  185,000  kwh/mo.,  and  all 
850  units  approximately  70,000  kwh/mo.  for  building  operation,  for  a  total 
consumption  of  approximately  315,000  kwh/mo.  of  electricity.    Natural  gas 
consumption  for  domestic  hot  water  and  heating  would  be  approximately 
2.3  X  10^  BTU/mo.^  for  the  300  smaller  units  and  5.5  x  10^  BTU/mo.  for  the 
550  larger  units,  for  a  total  consumption  of  7.8  x  10^  BTU/mo.    This  compares 
with  the  average  San  Francisco  hoi^sehojxi  consumption  of  280  kwh/mo.  and 
84.5  X  105  BTU/mo.  per  unit. 2 

H.  Solid  Waste 

Solid  waste  generation  resulting  from  the  goal  of  providing  850  new 
housing  units,  with  2,100  inhabitants  of  2.5  pounds  of  solid  waste  per  person, 
per  day  (utilizing  same  assumptions  as  in  the  Final  EIR  for  the  1977  program) , 
would  be  approximately  5,250  pounds,  or  2.5  tons.    This  compares  with  the 
545,600  tons  of  domestic  solid  wastes,  exclusive  of  sewage,  produced  in  the 
City  in  1975  (or  1,484  tons  per  day,  of  which  2.5  tons  vrould  be  0.16%).^ 

I.  Transportation  Impacts 

No  protected  residential  area  programs  to  divert  traffic  from  residential 
areas  are  proposed  for  funding  in  the  1978  program,  and  consequently  there 


BTU  =  British  Thermal  Unit,  the  quantity  of  heat  required  to  raise  one  pound 
of  water  one  degree  Fahrenheit.    10^  =  1  billion,  2.3  x  10^  »  2,300,000,000. 

Walter  Blumst,  Coordinator,  Administrative  Services,  Commercial  Division, 
Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company,  September  13,  1977,  telephone  conversation 
(based  upon  1976  annual  mean  household  consumption  for  San  Francisco. 


Stanford  P.  Snoek,  Engineer,  Department  of  Public  Works,  July  13,  1977, 
conversation  with  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  consultant  to 
the  City  in  preparation  of  EE77.220,  EIR  on  Yerba  Buena  Center. 
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would  not  be  impacts  associated  with  this  diversion  as  described  in  the  Final 
EIR  for  the  1977  program. 

Completion  of  Yerba  Buena  Center,  and  activity  in  the  Northeast 
Waterfront  area,  would  result  in  increased  traffic  in  those  areas.  Verba 
Buena  Center  is  the  subject  of  independent  enviroiunental  review,  and  the 
Northeast  Waterfront  is  still  at  the  feasibility  and  planning  stage,  with  no 
actual  proposal  for  review. 

J,      Seismic  Impacts 

Designation  of  the  North  of  Market  (Tenderloin)  area  for  the  Rehabilita- 
tion Assistance  Program  (RAP)  would  result  in  improved  housing  conditions  in 
an  area  with  a  high  concentration  of  buildings  that  are  unsafe  in  the  event 
of  a  major  earthquake. As  there  are  no  public  programs  which  can  provide 
for  the  structural  upgrading  of  these  buildings,  the  seismic  hazard  would 
continue  to  exist  (for  further  information,  see  the  Environmental  Assessment 
for  this  RAP  area  as  cited  in  Table  III,  Chapter  II). 

K,      Air  Quality 

The  Yerba  Buena  Center  and  Northeast  Waterfront  have  been  proposed  for 
funding  in  the  1973  program,  and  could  have  impacts  on  air  quality  due  to 
construction  and  operation  activities.    As  noted  earlier  in  this  report, 
Yerba  Buena  Center  is  the  subject  of  individual  review,  and  the  Northeast 
Waterfront  proposal  is  not  defined  at  present  in  a  manner  which  would  permit 
review. 


San  Francisco  Seismic  Safety  Investigation,  John  A.  Blure  and  Associates, 
Engineers,  June  1974,  Figure  A. 
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CHAPTER  FIVE.    ANY  ADVERSE  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFjECTS 
WHICH  CAIWOT  BE  AVOIDED  IF  THE  PROPOSAL  IS  IMPLEMENTED 

This  Chapter  incorporates  by  reference  the  corresponding  chapter  in  the  Final 
EIR  for  the  1977  Conmunity  Development  Program.  .  " 


CHAPTER  SIX.    MITIGATION  MEASURES 
PROPOSED  TO  MINIMIZE  THE  IMPACT 

A .  Introduction 

This  Chapter  incorporates  by  reference  the  corresponding  mitigation 
measures  chapter  in  the  Final  EIR  for  the  1977  Community  Development  Program, 
which  includes  sections  on  Mitigation  of  Displacement  Impacts,  Visual  Mitiga- 
tion Measures,  Mitigation  of  Sewage  Production  Impacts,  Mitigation  of  Impacts 
on  Archaeological  Historical  Sites,  Mitigation  of  Energy  Consumption,  Noise 
Mitigation,  Seismic  Considerations,  Transportation  Considerations,  Wind  and 
Shadow  Considerations,  Plants  and  Animals,  Mitigation  of  Air  Quality  Impacts, 
and  Mitigation  of  Construction  Impacts.    Material  has  been  added  to  supple- 
ment the  referenced  sections  on  sewage  and  noise  to  make  this  report  more 
correct  and  complete. 

B.  Mitigation  of  Sewage  Production  Impacts 

The  status  of  the  City's  Wastewater  Management  Master  Plan,  as  set  forth 
in  the  Final  EIR  for  the  1977  program,  should  be  modified  to  reflect  the 
follo\d.ng: 

1.  Land  acquisition  for  the  Southeast  Treatment  Plant  Dry-V/eather 
Expansion  should  be  completed  in  1978,  rather  than  1977, 

2.  Implementation  programs  for  the  North  Shore,  Islais  Creek 

South  Side  and  Channel  Outfalls  Consolidation  have  begun'  t'dnatCu^ction 
in  1977, 

3.  The  West  Side  Transport  would  begin  construction  in  mid-1978,  and 

4.  An  environmental  impact  report  is  in  progress  for  the  Richmond 
Transport,  as  well  as  for  the  Southwest  Water  Pollution  Control 
Plant. 

C.  Noise  Mitigation 

San  Francisco  now  has  the  instrumental-computer  capability  (a  logarythmic 
and  statistical  data  reduction    and  instrumental  capability,  using  a 
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prograimha^ble  caic^ulktor)  tt)  make  on-site  noise  measurements  convertible  into 
any  measure  of  ambient  npise 9  fpr  tbe  purpose  of  establishing  compliance  with 
all  relevant  standards.-'- 


CHAPTER  SEVEN.     ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 

A.  Introduction 

This  Chapter  incorporates  by  refet^ric^  ^he  corresponding  alternatives 
chapter  in  th^  Final -  EIR  for ; jthe  1 1977  .C<jc?auHity  Developnient  Program,  which 
includes  sections  on  Large  Scale  Redevelopment,  Projects  Proposed  But  Not 
Included  in  this  Proposal,  and  tlie^No  Prdiject  Alternative.     The  section  of 
Projects  Proposed  But  Not  Included  in  this  Proposal  will  require  supplemental 
material  before  this  report  is  tnadef  fint^l^ in  order  to  reflect  the  public 
hearing  and  comment  process  f6r  fhel  1978 -program.    Material  has  been  added 
to  supplement  the  referenced  section  on  The  No  Project  Alternative  to  make 
this  report  more  current  and  complete. 

B.  Projects  Proposed  But  Not  Included  in  this  Proposal 

Material  would  be  added  to  this  section  of  the  Final  EIR  to  reflect  any 
projects  which  are  proposed  during  the  public  review  process  but  which  are 
not  finally  proposfed  for  funding.  ' 

C.  The  No  Project  Alternative 

Traffic  control  programs  and  the  Bicentennial  projects  do  not  appear  in 
the  1978  program,  and  consequently  the  "no  project"  alternative  no  longer 
requires  consideration  of  the  effects  of  deletion  of  these  projects. 

Deletion  of  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  and  Northeast  Waterfront  projects 
would  delay  completion  of  the  former  (a  redevelopment  area)  and  initiation 
of  the  latter  (a  survey  area  for  redevelopment  or  related  mechanisms) .  This 
would  forestall  development  of  additional  jobs,  services  and  amenities  that 
could  be  provided  in  those  areas. 


John  W,  Ross,  Jr.,  Division  of  Mechanical  Engineering,  Department  of  Public 
Works,  August  31,  1977,  telephone  conversation. 
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CHAPTER  EIGHT.    THE  RELATION  BETWEEN  LOCAL  SHQRj^-TERIi  USES 
OK  MAN  '  S'^  W^  MAINTEl^CE  AUO  -ENHANCaiENT' 

OF  LONG-TERM  PRODUCTIVITY 

This  Chapter  incorporates  by  reference  the  corresponding  Chapter  in  the  Final 
EIR  for  the  1977  Community  Development  Program. 


CHAPTER  NINE.     ANY  IRREVERSIBLE  ENVIRONMENTAL  CHANGES 
'      ,  WHICH  WOIJ^D  IbE  INVOLVED  in  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 

"    SHOULD 'it  BE  IMPLEI-IENTED 

TJiis  Chapter  iricorpor'ates  by  reference  the  corresponding  chapter  in  the  Final 
EIR  ftn?  the  1977  Community' Developtaent  Program.    The  onlj^,  modification  would  be 
that  the  1978  program  vould ''be  the  subject  of  discussion  in  that  section. 


:  '  CHAPTER  TEN.     THE  GROWTH- INDUCING  IMPACT 

OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 

This  Chapter  incorporates  by  reference  the  corresponding  chapter  in  the  Final 
EIR  for  the  1977  Cpnttunity  Development  Progtam. 
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CHAPTER  ELEVEN.     EIR  AUTHORS  AND  CONSULTAl^ITS ; 
ORGANIZATIONS  AND  PERSONS  CONSULTED 


Department  of  City  Planning  Authors  of  Draft  Environmental 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Impact  Report 

100  Larkin  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Dr,  Selina  Bendix, 

Environmental  Review  Officer 
Alec  S.  Bash,  EIR  Coordinator 
Margaret  Saner,  Principal  Typist 
Warren  Yee,  Report  Production 
(415)  558-3055 


Office  of  Co  mmunity  Development 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
939  Ellis  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Mary  Clute  and  David  Cincotta, 

Community  Development  Specialists 
(415)  558-4566 


Consulted  on  Community  Development 
Application  and  Housing  Assistance 
Plan 


Bureau  of  Engineering 
Department  of  Public  Works 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
City  Hall 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

John  W.  Ross,  Jr = , 

Division  of  Mechanical  Engineering 
(415)  553-4415 


Consulted  on  City  Noise  Conversion 
Capabilities 


San  Francisco  Housing  Authority 

440  Turk  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Everett  Heynemann, 

Chief  of  Planning 
(415)  467-5383 


Consulted  on  Condition  of  Public 
Housing  Stock 


San  Francisco  Water  Department  Consulted  on  Water  Consumption 

425  Mason  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Eugene  T.  Kelleher, 

Assistant  General  Manager, 

Operations  and  Maintenance 
(415)  558-1921 
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Central  Relocation  Service  Consulted  on  Household  Displacements 

939  Ellis  Street  ' 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Leola  Gillies,  Administrative  Assistant 
(415)  771-8800 


Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  Consulted  on  Household  Displacements 

Department  of  Public  Works 
480  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Patricia  Melnikow,  Management  Assistant 
(415)  558-2577 


San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 

939  Ellis  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Jane  Hale,  Controller 
(415)  771-8800 


Consulted  on  Redevelopment  Financins 
Requirements 


Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  Consulted  on  Energy  Consumption 

Administrative  Services 

Commercial  Division 

245  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105  ^ 

Walter  Blums t,  Coordinator 
(415)  781-4211,  Exto  2881 
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CHAPTER  TWELVE.     DISTRIBUTION  LIST 


Federal  Agencies 

Council  on  Environmental  Quality 
722  Jackson  Place,  N.  W. 
Washington,  D.  C.  20006 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Office  of  Public  Affairs,  Region  IX 
100  California  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Department  of  Health,  Education 

and  Welfare,  Region  IX 
50  Fulton  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  IX 

100  California  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Attn:  Ms.  Jean  Circiello,  Librarian 

HUD  -  Area  C 

One  Embarcadero  Center,  Suite  1600 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Attn;  Mr,  Steven  Sachs,  Program  Manager 

State  Agencies 

State  Office  of  Intergovernmental 

Management  (15  copies) 
State  Clearinghouse 
1400  Tenth  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 

Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation 
History  Preservation  Section 
Resources  Agency 
P.  0.  Box  2390 
Sacramento,  CA  95811 

State  Attorney  General's  Office 
6000  State  Building 
350  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Ms.  Louise  Renne 


Bay  Area  Air  Pollution  Control  District 

939  Ellis  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Attn:     Mr.  Ralph  Mead 

Air  Resources  Board 
1709  Eleventh  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 

State  Department  of  Public  Health 
2151  Berkeley  V7ay 
Berkeley,  CA  94704 

Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board 

San  Francisco  Region 

1111  Jackson  Street,  Room  6040 

Oakland,  CA  94607 

Attn:  Mr.  Donald  Dalke 

Regional  Agencies 

Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments 
Areawide  Clearinghouse  Plan, 

Environmental  and  Project  Review 

Section 
Hotel  Claremont 
Berkeley,  CA  94705 

Local  Agencies 

Office  of  Community  Development 

(5  copies) 
939  Ellis  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 
Attn:     Mr.  Carl  Williams,  Director 
Ms.  Mary  Clute 

Model  Cities  Agency 

814  Mission  Street,  4th  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Bureau  of  Building  Inspection 
450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Mr.  Robert  C.  Levy,  Superintendent 
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San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
939  Ellis  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 
Attn:  Mr.  Wilbur  Hamilton, 
Executive  Director 

San  Francisco  Housing  Authority 

440  Turk  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Mr.  Eneas  Kane,  Executive  Director 

Recreation  and  Park  Commission 

McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

Attn:  Mr.  John  Spring,  General  Manager 

Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 

100  Larkin  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Mr.  Edward  N,  Michael,  Secretary 

Public  Utilities  Commission 
949  Presidio  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Human  Rights  Commission 

1095  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Mr.  Roger  Boas 

Chief  Administrative  Officer 

289  City  Hall 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Department  of  Public  Works 

260  City  Hall 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Mr.  S.  M.  Tatarian,  Director 

Real  Estate  Department 
450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Mr.  Wallace  Wortman, 
Director  of  Property 

Commission  on  Aging 

177  Jessie  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

San  Francisco  Water  Department 

425  Mason  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Attn:  Mr.  Kenneth  Boyd,  General  Manager 


Citizens  Committee  on 
Community  Development 

Mr.  Benny  Stewart 

1956  Sutter  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Ms.  Toby  Levine 
1366  Guerrero  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

Mr.  Jeff  Itori 

2012  Pine  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Mrs.  Paulette  Baugh 

1501  Innes  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Mr.  Eugene  Coleman 

705  Natoma  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Mr.  Cruz  Gutierrez 
2929  Nineteenth  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

Mr.  Joseph  Koontz 

1300  Irving  Street,  Apt.  9 

San  Francisco,  CA  94122 

Ms.  Josie  Lee  Kohlman 
146  Leavenworth  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Ms.  Judy  McCabe 
1111  Buchanan  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Ms.  Anita  Sanchez 

944  Market  Street,  Room  711 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Ms.  Mabel  Schine 
101  Grove  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94101 

Mrs.  ICay  Witcher 

430  Ralston  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94132 
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Ms.  Dorothy  Yee 

1625  Larkin  Street,  Apt.  E 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Groups  and  Individuals 

San  Francisco  Ecology  Center 

13  Columbus  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Sierra  Club 

San  Francisco  Bay  Chapter 
5608  College  Avenue 
Oakland,  CA  94618 

Friends  of  the  Earth 
124  Spear  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Attn:  Ms.  Connie  Parrish 

SPUR 

126  Post  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 
Attn:  Messrs.  Mike  McGill  and 
Roger  Hurlbert 

San  Francisco  Tomorrow 

9  First  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

The  Foundation  for  San  Francisco' 

Architectural  Heritage 
2007  Franklin  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 
Attn:  Mr.  Robert  Berner 

League  of  Women  Voters 
12  Geary  Street,  Room  605 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

National  Trust  for  Historic  Preservation 
802  Montgomery  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94133 
Attn:  Mr.  John  L.  Frisbee  III 

San  Francisco  Beautiful 

120  Bush  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 


Chamber  of  Commerce 
400  Montgomery  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Coalition  of  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods 

P.  0.  Box  5882 

San  Francisco,  CA  94101 

San  Francisco  Council  of 

District  Merchants  Association 
183  West  Portal  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94127 

Libraries 

San  Francisco  Public  Library 
Civic  Center 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Documents  Department 

Ms.  Karen  Scannell,  Chief  of 
Branches 

Hastings  College  of  the  Law 
Library 

198  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Social  Science,  Business  and 

Ethnic  Studies  Library 
San  Francisco  State  University 
1600  Holloway  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94132 
Attn:  Ms.  Mimi  Sayer 

Nev7S  Media 

San  Francisco  Chronicle 
925  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  Mr.  Dale  Champion 

San  Francisco  Bay  Guardian 
2700  Nineteenth  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

San  Francisco  Progress 
851  Howard  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  Mr.  Dan  Borsuk 
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San  Francisco  Examiner 
110  Fifth  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  Mr.  Don  Cantor 

KPIX  TV 

2655  Van  Ness  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  9A109 

KPOO 

P.  0.  Box  11008 
San  Francisco,  CA 

Environmental  News  Center 
KPFA-FM  Radio  Station 
2207  Shattuck  Avenue 
Berkeley,  CA 

KRON  TV 

1001  Van  Ness  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

KFRC  AM-FM 

415  Bush  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

KGO  Radio 

277  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
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